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"a Grecian tale re-told," and wrote in his commentary on Ovid, 
Her. v. 156, that Tennyson "defrauds Evadne of her unique place 
in mythology by making Oenone leap on to the burning pyre 
of Paris," compare Quintus, X. 466 ff. : 

dAAa KaXvTJrafiepT] Trepi (papet Ka\a Trpotronra 
al^ra nvprj evenaXro' yoov b Spa irovkvv optve' 
KaifTo 8 afUpX nwet. 

Wilfred P. Mustard. 



KAITOI WITH THE PARTICIPLE. 

Two American scholars, Morgan in his Eight Orations of 
Lysias, Boston, 1897, and Smyth in his Greek Melic Poets, 
London, 1900, have recently accepted as a rarity the construction 
of kmtoi with the participle, the doctrine going back to Goodwin, 
Moods and Tenses § 861, cf. also Kuehner, 644 and Krueger 
56. 13. 2. Morgan at Lysias XXXI 34 attempts, in his appendix, 
the defense of the construction on the ground of its "naturalness." 
Its origin of course is the analogical influence of Kalnep with the 
participle — a force that resulted conversely in the use of xamep 
with the finite verb — but the evidence brought for the operation 
of this force in classic times proves on examination insufficient. 

The passages usually cited are: Simonides, ap. Plato, Prot. 
339 C; Aristophanes, Eccl. 159; Lysias, XXXI 34; Plato, Rep. 
VI 511 D; Axioch. 364 B. To these Morgan adds Xenophon, 
Mem. I 7. 2. Of these six passages, one is in a spurious dialogue 
of Plato's. Two more in reality are not examples of the con- 
struction: In the passage from Xenophon, k<mVoi n-oAAa ph banav&v, 

pt)8iv 8 tb<p€\ovp,ti>os, npos Se tovtois KaKo&o^av nibs ovk cnmovas t« koi 
aKvaiTckas m\ KarayeXdaras piaxrerat, Kairot introduces the question 

beginning with n-Sr and the participles are conditional as the 
negative shows, cf. Antiphon, VI 32 for the order of the words. 
In the example from Simonides we have simply a case of the 
omission of the copula, cf. Gildersleeve, SCG. § 83, for the 
general range of this usage, and note that such omissions are 
very frequent in this poem. Examples of the omission of the 
copula when the predicate is a participle are, to be sure, not very 
plentiful. From Homer are cited Q 42 which is rather an ana- 
coluthon, and A 606 ff. The participle in the latter example 
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however eWw? is quite thoroughly adjectivized and examples 
with it recur: Theognis, 279; Timocreon, 2. 3; Pindar, Pyth. 
I 34 (Christ); Frag. 81. Other examples from lyric poets are: 
Solon, 13. 52 (unless a distich has fallen out); Theognis, 227 
(the version in Solon 13. 71, however contains a copula K«rai); 
Anacreon, 21, 9-1 1 (better than to supply jjei from preceding 
stanza); Alkaios, 15. 5; and especially Archilochus, 2. I, 'Ev Sopi 
ixiv jxoi. jxa^a fiejxayiiivr] which are a sufficient warrant for the con- 
struction proposed. 

Of the three passages that remain, Blaydes has emended the 
one from Aristophanes: kiuVoi rd y S.W etnas <rv degtarara. The 
emendation has been adopted by von Velsen and is undoubtedly 
to be preferred to the eliroia-a of the Manuscripts. In the passage 

from LysiaS 'ixavd poi pop.l£a elptjadai, Kairni noWd ye irapa\md>v' Froh- 

berger simply changes kcuVoi to Kaiirep. This however is impossible, 
as it is contrary to the usage, not only of Lysias, but of all 
the early orators. Cf. my dissertation, The Participle in Hesiod, 
Reprint from The Catholic University Bulletin, III p. 431 n. 1 
The correction can also be accomplished with less violence to the 
tradition by reading 7rapaX«?r<». Itacism would yield napdkmm which 
would then be corrected (!) to napaXmav in accordance with the 
tendency of the scribes to introduce this familiar construction, cf. 
Aristophanes, Frogs, 43 where, though the original text was clear, 
(tai'rot 8aic»<<a[»<] y e'p.avr6p has got into two manuscripts. Demos- 
thenes XVIII no illustrates the use of the present and clinches 

the matter: iKavias 4k t&v elprjpevav bebtjX&adai /io» vopi£o. Kairoi to 

P-eyia-rd ye napaXeUa xr\. The passage in the Republic does not 
seem to be questioned by any of the editors, but in the light 
of the above facts it cannot be allowed to stand. The words 
koItoi votjtwv SvTav fie™ apx^js could easily be dispensed with and 
it may be that the false syntax points to their being a gloss ; if not, 
it is necessary to change <airoi to Kaiirep. 

For the sake of completeness it may be mentioned that in 
Herodotos VIII 53, Abicht and Stein read /cmVoj nep with the 
a-family, Holder, van Herwerden and Kallenberg Kaiirep with the 
l3-family. This course seems to be preferable as affording the 
simplest explanation of the variant: koLtoi was first written, because 
familiar to the scribe, and then corrected, the correction however 
was taken for an addition and both were copied. The mistake 

1 naiTzep is not used by Lysias, 2. 6; 6. II belongs to Pseudo- Lysias. 
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may have been made either in a or in the archetype itself. Even 
if the reading of the a-family is preferred it does not strengthen 
the case for mlroi with the participle, as it must be explained with 
Abicht as xaiVep strengthened by the addition of to« and it would 
be better to write nal rot n-ep. Such a division of nal . . . nep would 
be very improbable in a prose author. 

The construction of k<uVo< with the participle is then entirely 

post-classic. 

George Melville Bolling. 

Catholic University op America. 



